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— d'CGanal Summer Chum Salmon ESU»
. — .--"'
all summer m salmomtlons in
nal and eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca,

lallyf independent populations, nine of which are
rently.

—

| hE focus of the Summer Chum Salmon Conservation
Stnitiative (SCSCI) developed and implemented since 1992 by
= the co-managers to preserve and rebuild the populations.

f:SC_'SCI includes six supplementation and two reintroduction
RI‘O]eCtS, harvest management protective measures, and
abitat management recommendations.




HOOD CANAL SUMMER-RUN
CHUM SALMON ESU
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Figure 1. Hood Canal Summer-Run Chum Salmon ESU.



JHIstorical Factors for Decline ~

__ (BRT, 2003) i
—-_—
URBECEating S jUdGEa /71a]0/ OF I1GGElaLE:
Hebiict degiadation/loss cumulative impacts,
Fresh\)y conditions (adverse natural),
Prp'r.i'"*' area fisheries over-exploitation,

D -Gr: nadian fisheries incidental harvest, and

-'h

ther salmonids - ecological interactions, including
hatchery fish.

ESU = "Threatened” (7 of 16 populations
extirpated, widespread loss of estuary and lower
floodplain habitat /s ongoing risk factor)
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B Stimmer Chum Populations in thelESU
—

J ne natural mﬁh@mg Quncene NEH and Big
— ::J r P/
SEyusewallips natural;
SRUcCKkabush natural;

rJfJJ’J’JfJ’- 'Hamma natural, iIncluding Hamma
rJrJ a FH fISh

2 1 1waup natural including Lilliwaup FH fish;

(\.
J’.."

-
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,- *Union natural, including Union River FH and
~ Tahuya FH fish;

® Salmon/Snow natural, including Salmon Creek
FH and Chimacum FH fish;

s Jimmycomelately natural, including JCL FH fish;
¢ Dungeness natural.
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extirpated Populations, -_,....:
J _)aw;"' 1 ~
o Tartel (ra irocltiction fros l_"

SRSKOKOIT 1-_S,h

SATIGErSon!

= T' F—
=3 g Beef (reintroduction from Quilcene)
_ 'Chlmacum (reintroduction Salmon)



InfESUMatchery Program Inventory

Population/Program  Iso/Integ Purpose Release #s/Type  Adults/Year
%

Quilcene

Quilcene NFH Integrated Conservation 389,000 fed fry 3,087

Big Beef Ck FH Integrated  Reintroduction 86,000 fed fry 511
Hamma Hamma

Hamma? R. FH Integrated Conservation 802,000 fed fry 1,074
Lilliwaup

LilliwaupCk FH Integrated Conservation 376,000 fed fry 679

Union R FH Integrated Conservation 86,000 fed fry na

Tahuya R FH Integrated  Reintroduction 352,000 fed fry na
Salmon/Snow

Salmon Ck FH Integrated Conservation 86,000 fed fry 911

Chimacum Ck FH Integrated  Reintroduction 123,000 fed fry 483

Jimmycomelately
JCL Creek FH Integrated Conservation 86,000 fed fry 55
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Quilcene Summer Chum Escapement
Comanager Interim Recovery Goal= 2,860 NORs
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Hamma Hamma Summer Chum Escapement
nterim rRecovery Goal=
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Lilliwaup Summer Chum Escapement
InterimRecovery Goal= 1,960 NORs

1974 1977, 1980 1983 1986 1989 1992 1995 1998 2001

BNOR mHOR 0 UNKNOWN




Union Summer Chum Escapement
Interim Recovery Goal= 340 NORs
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aNOR mHOR 0 UNKNOWN
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Salmon/Snow Summer Chum Escapement
Co-manager Interim Recovery Goal = 970 NORs

1979 1983 1987 1991

1000 | ‘ |
1975 1995

1999

BNOR mHOR




.

JCL Summer Chum Escapement
Interim Recovery Goal= 330 NORs

1974 1977 1980 1983 1986 1989 1992 1995 1998 2001

ONOR BHOR
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Big Beef Ck Summer Chum Escapement
No Interim Recovery Goal
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Chimacum Summer Chum Escapement
No Interim Recovery Goal
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No data available
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Duckabush Summer Chum Escapement
Comanager Interim Recovery Goal = 2,060

1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999

mNOR mHOR
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Dosewallips Summer Chum Escapement a
Comanager Interim Recovery Goal = 1,930
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DUngeness Summer Eﬁu@ﬁ\gﬂb—
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NOFESCe pement estimates

/J 'r‘ orical survey observations in WDFW
Jr_g y:database

_.__J_ jodic sightings indicate modest sized,
= se1f—susta|n|ng population is present.

~® Status is unknown.
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XUICUOII OGN ESU, GEPENA Ol HOW HGlCHer )
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Abundance‘e_‘.ir-_;..

ndicate that the programs; are; increasing
NeERCEONatallyASPAWRING SUMMENR
IMeN er most target populations.

i) rograms likely’ prevented further

ELIGNS:

fe {5 on natural origin summer chum
Sablindance uncertain: these are new programs,
= Or which more years needed, especially post
- ‘,supplementatlon Sustalnablllty?

—I'_

- ® Programs cannot resurrect 7 extirpated
popLILIatlons seeding three streams with extant
stocks

e All sunset after 12 years.



Productivity, " we
——_—
SRPleuIamieliectsiunceriaini(imere data needead
zlfle pgra"e URCtionAa habitat:
SREShimated R/S data indicate that Quilcene NOR
pIeetctvity was below re Iacement for two
CPIIPIELE Prood years and near ﬁoa " for 2
Heomplete; broods coincident wit
SUpplementation — more years needed; m&e
-'— entlnumg

"8 2 reintroduction programs are leading to natural
~ Spawning in tributaries where no spawning had
occurred for 20 years; Tahuya too in 20067

e Nearly all programs meeting fry to adult survival
expectations (~1.6 — 2.0%).




M OEIEINS dre beneﬁtlng spatlal structure o)
SEVEralfpopulations (incrieased spawning area
JIEENNithin watersheds with increased
.ance).

J “e Atroduction programs are range extensions
== or 3’ extant populations.

0 Several programs likely prevented (preventing?)
extirpations/loss of extant structure, given
recent extirpations and dramatic decline of
abundances for extant populations.
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0 Progralgs e bolstered total populatlon Sizes —
JJ}@/Jre‘ nplael Saplzlll e et lzitle)pl Sffae s [0)]
SEVEra Stocks (2 to 3rNOR' brood years in most
or)ulfr down to 1, 10, 50 fish).

J ,<rJrr JtiORS and' loss of total ESU diversity
ented Py programs for several populations.

2 Kke intreductions serve as genetic reserves for
==@enor extant populations.

, "o Measures are applied to maintain genetic
~ diversity (12 year limit, use native stocks,
appropriate hatchery brood coIIectlon/matlng
protocols (SCSCI).

® Straying, and effects? Mass marking and M&E.
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BRT VSP

Risk Decreases Increases
Viability Criteria Score Risk Risk

3.7 v

3.4 v

3.7 v

3.5 v




% of BRT Votes 21%

74%

etcheRAERiect on BRT Status Finding for Hoodk
Canal Summer Chum ESU

Not
warranted

5%

SRD Finding

Summary: Programs appear to have benefited 3 of 4 VSP attributes coincident
with their short period of operation. However, given the intent to terminate
each program after 12 years, viability and extinction risk to the ESU will
depend entirely on performance of natural-origin populations “soon” in their

available habitat, which is uncertain.
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